Dear Sum, 9/15/92 

ThansjTfor sending me the page£- from Ppblic Citizen for Sept/Oct 1992 relating to the 
misbegotten suit the N a der people have filed for what even the lawyer handling the case 
cannot make clear in this story that she herdelf , wrote. The one thing that the s/ory does 
make clear is that she is taken by th- nutty theories and knows nothing else. I add cares 
about nothing else* He, '•client is not a subject expert and without expertise in the^ subject 
matter itself has only an improper interest in sensation. 

Amato's irresponsibility is illustrated by some of what she says in this article, 
likefthat the undescribed "autopsy records" are "widely acknowledged to be crucial evidence." 
How can she or anyone else know without describing wh^t she is talking about ( Tliroughout 
her article she confuses constantly between "autopsy records" and "autopsy photographs 
and X-raysr" 

Hemline that some allege the photos have been altered comeo from the incorrect and 
dishonest conspiracy theories. 

The film cannot do as Amato says, "reveal about the lone- assassin thw-iry-whether 
•^ee Harvey Oswald was involved in the shooting, whether he acted alone or was part of a 
conspiracy that involved others." (What else can a conspiracy do?) She is even ignorant of 
the autopsy examination itself, saying that the doctors "performed" it through the day after 
JFK was shot when in fact they completed it 1 1 p.m. the night of the day he was 3hot. 

These poeple, all of them added together, don^t know a cleaned thing about the assassi- 
nation itself or the autopsy records and worse, they don ^ t care, or they'd have been in 

O 

touch with me to learn. I made a specialty of it and published extensively on it and the 
Nader law gung knows it. ^hey with characteristic irresponsibility assume the accuraOt^ 
of the Oliver Stone exploitation and commercialization and it i3 part of their argument. 

And how can they sue for information they cannot even describe, other than the film, which 
one can${ tell from the lawyer's own account is either part of what they seek or all of it. 

If they were to get in touch with me I'd rdf use to help them and, another impossibility, 
if the government were, I would help it and think I can. 

The guy who heads Nader (s law group or at least as of my last knowledge did is as 
arrogant and selfwimportont as N u der himself and like Nader has done a considerable 
amount of good. He developed an intense dislike for me without even talking to me. I pre- 
sume it was passed on by his lawyers under who^i I approached them in 1973 or early 1974 to 
ask them either to represent me or join in a suit or file an amicus curiae brief, I've 
forgotten which. In the course of the conversation they told me they had made a deal with 
Jerald Ford, then President, for him to agree to a deal on amending FOIA. I told them they 
were going to get screwed, tliat Ford did not dare make any deal of the kind they described 

and that he would renege on it. I also told them that he would be defeated and that the 
Act would be amended, j/t was, with one of my early suits cated as reflecting the need for 


that amending of the investigatory files exemption. They found it intolerable that 
someone could tell them in advance that they were wrong and worse that when the act was 
amended, they were not the cause and the one for whom they developed this dislike was. 

The records they cite in this article I brought to light by my own FOIA w<prk and they 
have been both widely misused and not understood, inc ) ucling by Amato in her article. She 


also uses them incompletely. There are earlier rel’ords she could have used to make a 
better case. She doe 3 not even know the law on the film, which I used in 1969. There is 
a special qnd separate law on the film 1 do not here go into by my interpretation of it 
was validated by a court in 1969. It is called "The Pittsburgh code." 

There was much hankypanky with the aiitopsy and related records about which i pub- 
lished so extensivlp tloat in mij Current writing about them, to make a point, I U3e them and 
add nothing new. These people know nothing about that. They have not even troubled, in 
their quest for a cheap sensation, to learn what they should khow for a serious lawsuit. 

There are^’some autopsy records for which any privacy claim under the law, and privacy 

is a very legitinate 1 ~5SS“blaim, has been waived. If they- seek records, and even the lawyer 

I 


cangft make that clear! 

If they are talking about the film alone I oppose that even though what the government 
did with the film is illegal and wrong. I was the one who brought that special contract 


with the family to light by publishing it in facsimile in 1975. I wad the first to ask 
for access to the autopsy film and was rejefited^i-tr. hater, when they started letting 
some doctors see it, as prescribed by the agreement, beginning with s^ight^wing anti- 
Semite named Lattimer, a urologist, the Archives soliticed my making a request to have 
a doctor with the proper credentials examine the film for me. I declined, in writing, 
saying that if I did it would be used a3 anti-Kennedy propaganda and I would not be part 
of that. And it was so used by the government, beginning with Lattimer. 

Today I have copies of leaked prints of the black-and-white autopsy film and have never 
used it and in the current book will not. It is not necessary for the alleged Katz^ader 
purpose, which it cannot possibly serve in any event, and it has already been used to make 
the victimized family suffer more and all over again. 

In simplification, there is right and there is wrong. What those sensationalists are 
up to is exploitation and cheap sensation. That i3 wrong and I oppose it. That the govern- 
ment did wrpng and misused the Kennedy family in doing its wrong is a seprate matter. And 
I believe that under the law, where there is a ^legitimate privacy claim, it should be 
respected for the great as for the small. I believe that what was not officially disclosed 
remains private and this includes the film. It does not Include the records about which 
these comnercializers of the tragedy are ignorant and those records were supposedly dis- 
closed and were not. Excuse the haste but I wanted to respond and make a record as soon 

as I could. I'll read and correct. this later. I hope my haste has not resulted in a 
confused or confusing record, besr to all, 


A further explanation. Under the law "any person" is entitled to copies of non- 
exempt government rdcofds. The requester of technical information need not bo an expert. 
By and large I agree that is a good provision. So why, if the request is for copies of 
the autopsy film do X oppose tliat? 

I beiieve the privacy exemption covers the film if the fami]yasserts the claim or 
nofe. It is not u party in the case. It may or not be or have be'.n consulted . The person 


who represents it in the private agreement with the government id the counsel to the 
executors of the JFK estate. 

But there is also the sensational uses intent. That is wrong and for this requester 
nothing else i 3 possible. That kind of use does and lias to involve transgressing against 
privacy because Katz does not know enough even to be able to evaluate the film.^K^ 

itself the film lias and can have no relationship to Oswald as either an 
assassin or a conspirator. Katz is not able to use the film to show there had been a 
conspiracy if it does show that, wliich I doubt. 

He can t even U3e it to fallow that the government's explanation of the crime is WDong/ 

<■> i 

In short, I can t think of a single legitimate use he cun make of it. 

It was legally wrong for the government to gave the film to the Kennnedys. But the 
Kennedys have returned it to the government, so the government lias it, albeit the 
component not required to have kept and preserved it, 

If there were not what I regard as a proper privacy concern and thus an exemption 
under the Act I would still oppose this because it is wrong. 

It also is not necessary in any study of the JFK assassination, which Katz is not 
engaged in anyway , and it cannot be used for study or research without an understanding 
of a great volume of information of which he is entirely ignorant. And has no interest in. 

The Nader lawyer writes that this is a test case, to establish a new precedent. I do 
not believe her first because I do not believe that is the intent and second because it 
will not establish a new legal precedent. 


